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Understanding the deformation and failure mechanisms in single point incremental form-
ing (SPIF) is of great importance for achieving improved formability. Furthermore, there
will be added benefits for more in depth evaluation of the effect of localised deformation
to the fracture mechanism in SPIF. Although extensive research has been carried out in
recent years, questions still remain on the shear and particularly its effect to the formabil-
ity in SPIF processes. In this work, a modified Gurson–Tvergaard-Needleman (GTN) damage
model was developed with the consideration of shear to predict ductile fracture in the SPIF
process due to void nucleation and coalescence with results compared with original GTN
model in SPIF. A combined approach of experimental testing and SPIF processing was used
to validate finite element results of the shear modified Gurson–Tvergaard-Needleman
damage model. The results showed that the shear modified GTN model improved the mod-
elling accuracy of fracture over the original GTN model under shear loading conditions.
Furthermore, the shear plays a role under meridional tensile stress to accelerate fracture
propagation in SPIF processes.
 2017 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CCBY
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).1. Introduction
Single point incremental forming (SPIF) is a relatively new flexible forming process. SPIF process has excellent adaptabil-
ity to CNC milling machines due to the fact that it does not require the use of high capacity presses or specific dies and it is
easy to automate for both symmetric and non-symmetric shapes. In SPIF, a blank sheet is fixed by a holder on a CNC milling
machine. A workpiece is formed by the action of a small hemispheric tool in contact with the blank and to move along a user-
specified tool path and incrementally deform the blank to a desired shape. Extensive research has been published on SPIF for
improved understanding of material deformation and fracture mechanisms of SPIF to form a part without defects. A theo-
retical model for different modes of deformation in SPIF was built upon membrane analysis and ductile damage mechanics
by Martins, Silva and co-workers [1,2]. Experimental observations show that fracture is not preceded by localised necking
and cracks develop by tensile meridional stresses under stretching conditions but not by plane shear stresses. An experimen-
tal work using a surface 3D digital image correlation showed that the fracture occurred in the uniaxial stretching domain [3].
To predict the occurrence of failure in AA5052 sheet, Malhotra et al. [4,5] used explicit finite element (FE) simulation with
a damage-based fracture model, in which the failure envelope was depended on the hydrostatic pressure and the Lode angle.
It was noticed that the damage evolution was controlled by local bending around the tool and through-thickness shear. An
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AA5052-H32 sheet formability in SPIF. As a result, the fracture depth of the cone produced by SPIF was greater than that
of the same cone formed by deep drawing. This result therefore indicates that the through-thickness shear in deep drawing
can be disregarded as it is not significant when compared to that obtained from SPIF. To address the established fact of
improved formability of SPIF as compared to conventional stamping processes, Allwood et al. [7] gave an explanation for this
phenomenon by comparing SPIF with conventional process using paddle forming process with the same geometry. They
noted under uniform proportional loading, the forming limit is increased when the through-thickness shear is present. An
alternative theory was proposed by Emmens and co-workers to attribute the increased forming limit of SPIF to the deforma-
tion of bending-under-tension [8]. Jackson and Allwood [9] used FE simulation to study the effect of through-thickness shear
on the formability of SPIF. The results showed that the through-thickness shear could affect the formability due to a signif-
icant through-thickness shear occurring in the direction parallel to the tool motion. They demonstrated that the material in
the contact zone tends to move in the direction of the tool displacement due to friction.
In micromechanics based approaches in predicting fracture of ductile materials, a comprehensive study was carried out
by Bouchard and co-workers in developing Gurson-type models using a mixed velocity-pressure FE formulation to review
and clarify the constitutive equations of Avaras and to give proof of the equality of tangent moduli between Zhang and
Govindarajan-Avaras [10]. The results showed good accuracy of the analytical formulation and the validity of implementa-
tion for a mixed velocity-pressure FE formulation. On the other hand, Tekkaya and co-workers developed an ion beam slope
cutting method to prepare the specimen from a notched tensile test for SEM analysis for detailed examination of nucleation
and growth of voids during the deformation of dual-phase steel DP600 [11].
A GTN yield criterion was developed utilizing Abaqus/Explicit via a user-defined material subroutine (VUMAT) by Chen
and Dong based on the Hill’48 yield model to predict the damage of anisotropic sheet in deep drawing of a cylindrical cup
[12]. It was concluded that the Hill’48-GTN plastic yield criterion provided a promising means to predict the plastic beha-
viour and fracture in sheet metal forming. Kami et al. developed a Hill’48-GTN yield criterion to predict fracture in the deep
drawing process of a rectangular box [13] and to construct a forming limit diagram of AA6016-T4 anisotropic sheet [14]. The
FE results showed that the GTN model was able to predict fracture and to provide a realistic description of the material
response in the whole forming process. Lievers et al. [15] presented a method to determine the void nucleation rate in
the SPIF process based on density changes using the GTN model. Three automotive aluminium sheet alloys (AA5754,
AA5182 and AA6111) were used to calibrate the void nucleation behaviour. This technique provides a large homogenous
deformation area and avoids the large strain and stress gradient associated with smooth or notched tensile specimens. Smith
et al. [16] attempted to evaluate the effect of shear on the fracture depth in SPIF process via LS-DYNA explicit software with a
shear-modified GTN model proposed by Nahshon and Hutchinson using a partial strip of a full- SPIF model to show an influ-
ence on the fracture depth.
It appears from the literature that questions still remain on the shear and particularly its effect to the formability in SPIF
processes. Therefore, the main motivation of this study is to develop a GTN based model and to investigate its accuracy and
effectiveness in predicting the ductile fracture in SPIF processing of typical truncated cone and pyramid shapes. In the orig-
inal GTN model, the increment of void volume fraction is measured based on the nucleation and growth of voids. In this
study, Nahshon-Hutchinson type shear mechanism was incorporated in GTNmodel to take into account of the effect of shear
in the increment of void volume fraction. The modified GTN model was implemented via Abaqus/explicit to study the effect
of shear on the fracture occurrence in SPIF. The FE results obtained from the original GTN model and the shear modified GTN
model were validated by SPIF experimental results.2. Constitutive model (GTN model)
Ductile fracture of metallic materials mostly occurs by the mechanism of nucleation, growth and coalescence of micro-
voids. A void can be nucleated from an inclusion or second phase particle by decohesion or cracking, and it grows due to the
development of localised plastic strain under the application of tensile hydrostatic stresses. The void of material is defined as
a ratio of the volume of voids to the total volume of the material. It is denoted by f and also referred to as the void volume
fraction (VVF). The shape of the void is assumed to be spherical and it is scattered randomly in the matrix [17]. When the
material is fully dense without any void, the f value is 0 or 1 if the material is completely void without any stress carrying
capacity. When the space between two adjacent voids is small enough, the voids begin to coalesce and this leads to cracks
and subsequent fractures of the material, as shown in Fig. 1 [18,19]. This phenomenon can be analysed utilizing damage
models taking into account the effect of microstructure defects by defining a relationship between particular failure stages
and the strength of the material.
Gurson’s porous metal plasticity model [17], later modified by Tvergaard and Needleman (GTN) [20], is one of the most
commonly used material damage models for the prediction of fracture.
Mises theory assumes that the hydrostatic stress component does not affect the yield stress. Whereas ductile fractures in
materials are completely due to void growth, e.g. porous materials, these materials harden in compression due to the closing
of voids and soften under tension due to void growth, as shown in Fig. 2 [21].
Hydrostatic stress causes dilatancy and influences the yield stress if the ductile fracture depends on void growth, as
shown in Fig. 3. With Mises material, f = 0, the yield surface is a straight line, which means hydrostatic stress has no effect.
Fig. 1. Schematic of nucleation, growth and coalescence of voids.
Fig. 2. Comparing uniaxial behaviours of porous metals with Mises materials [21].
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values of equivalent stress [20,22,23].
The classical plasticity theory (the von Mises theory) was extended by Gurson [17] to cover the effect of plastic dilatancy
and pressure sensitivities of inelastic flow based on the observation that the nucleation and growth of voids in a ductile
metal can be described macroscopically. The Tvergaad-Needleman modification (GTN model) [20] is considered as one of
the most adopted variants of Gurson’s original model. This model introduces a void volume fraction f⁄ and three constitutive
coefficients q1, q2 and q3 characterizing the integration effects between voids. The yield function of the GTN model takes the
following form:£ ¼ rq
ry
 2
þ 2q1f  cosh 
3q2p
2ry
 
 ð1þ q3f 2Þ ¼ 0 ð1Þwhere£ is the non-dilatational strain energy; q1, q2 and q3 are the constitutive parameters proposed by Tvergaard [24] to
get closer agreement between the GTN model and the full numerical analyses of a periodic array of voids with suggested
values of q1 = 1.5, q2 = 1.0 and q3 = 2.25; rq ¼
ﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
3
2 SijSij
q
is equivalent to von Mises stress; Sij ¼ rij  13rii is a deviatoric stress
Fig. 3. The dependence of yield surface on the hydrostatic stress for various values of void volume fraction [23].
62 S. Gatea et al. / Engineering Fracture Mechanics 186 (2017) 59–79tensor; p ¼  13rii is the hydrostatic stress; and ry is the flow stress of the undamaged material matrix. The parameter f⁄ was
introduced by Tvergaard-Needleman to account for the final material failure for void coalescence. This parameter is a func-
tion of the void volume fraction f and is specified asf  ¼
f if f 6 f c
f c þ
f Ff c
f ff c
ðf  f cÞ if f c < f < f F
f F if f P f F
8><
>: ð2Þwhere fc denotes the critical value of the void volume fraction, and fF is the final value of the void volume fraction when the
material has completely lost its stress carrying capacity. The function of f F is defined asf F ¼
q1 þ
ﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
q21  q3
q
q3
ð3ÞThe increase in the initial void volume fraction f is defined as the sum of the increment due to void nucleation and void
growthdf ¼ dfnucleation þ dfgrowth ð4Þ
The nucleation mechanism is considered to be dependent exclusively on the plastic strain of the matrix material and it is
assumed that the voids are nucleated only in tension.dfnucleation ¼ Adepm ð5ÞwhereA ¼ f NSN ﬃﬃﬃﬃ2pp e0:5
depmeN
SN
 2
if pP 0
0 if p < 0
2
64 ð6ÞThe parameter A is defined as a function of the matrix of total equivalent plastic strain epm, fN is the void volume fraction of
the nucleated void; eN is the mean value of the normal distribution of the nucleation strain; and SN is the standard deviation.
depm ¼ r:depð1f Þry is equivalent to plastic strain.dfgrowth ¼ ð1 f Þdepii ð7Þwhere depii is the trace of the plastic strain tensor.
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The GTN model has its limitations as it ignores the fracture mechanism due to shear (low stress triaxiality g ¼ p=rqÞ. A
number of papers have been published recently to develop modified GTNmodels by adding a function to capture the fracture
at low stress triaxiality, Xue’s shear mechanism [22] and Nahshon-Hutchinson’s shear mechanism [25] have received most
attention. In this work, Nahshon-Hutchinson’s shear mechanism is used because this model showed a good correlation
between the FE simulation and experimental tests [25]. In addition, it has shown improved accuracy of fracture over Xue’s
shear mechanism under tensile/shear loading conditions [26].
Nahshon and Hutchinson introduced an expression used to predict the increase in the rate of void due to low stress tri-
axiality, which is written asdfshear ¼ kw fxðrÞrq S :
_ep ð8Þwhere xðrÞ is a function of the stress state and its value is calculated as:xðrÞ ¼ 1 27J3
2r3q
 !2
ð9ÞThe value of x lies in the range of 0 6 x 6 1 with all axisymmetric stress states x = 0 and for all the states comprised of
pure shear plus a hydrostatic contribution x = 1. kw is a parameter producing the damage rate in shear loading, and J3 is the
third invariant of the deviatoric stress tensor J3 ¼ detðSÞ.
The total void volume fraction after the additional contribution of the shear mechanism thus becomesf total ¼ f initial þ ðdfnucleation þ dfgrowth þ dfshearÞ ð10Þ4. Implementation of the modified GTN model
The modified GTN model has been implemented in Abaqus/explicit through the material user subroutine VUMAT. This
analysis employs the constitutive equation of GTNmodel to determine whether plastic deformation occurs. The VUMAT sub-
routine begins by assuming the increment in the strain is purely elastic, and based on this assumption a trial stress is cal-
culated before the yield function is checked. Thus, if£ 6 0, the current state is elastic, it is necessary to update the stresses
and exit; if not, the current state is plastic and the incremental plastic strain should be determined. Fig. 4 shows the flow
chart of the stress integration algorithm of the modified GTN model. In this work, return mapping algorithm is used to com-
pute the increment in plastic strain (dep) [27,28] and is briefly summarised below.
The VUMAT begins by assuming the incremental strain is purely elastic and, based on this assumption, a trial stress is
calculated. Hook’s law is obeyed to determine the trial stress,rtrialtþDt ¼ rt þ 2lDeelij þ keelii dij ð11Þwhere rtrialtþDt refers to Cauchy stress tensor, l ¼ E2ð1þmÞ is a shear modulus, k ¼ Emð1þmÞð12mÞ is the first Lamé parameter, Deelij is the
increment in tensor of elastic strain, eelii is the trace of the elastic strain tensor and dij is a Kronecker delta (with dij ¼ 1, if i ¼ j
and dij ¼ 0, if i – j).
The equivalent stress rtrialq
 
is derived from deviatoric components, Sij,Strialij ¼ rtrialij þ P ð12Þwhere P ¼  rtrialii3 dij is hydrostatic pressurertrialq ¼
ﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
3
2
Strialij S
trial
ij
r
ð13ÞThe values of the trial hydrostatic and equivalent stresses are used in the modified GTN model in Eq. (1) to check whether
the plastic strain deformation occurs. If the current state is plastic, the incremental plastic strain depij
 
is determined by:depij ¼ Dk
@£
@rij
ð14Þwhere Dk is the plastic consistency parameter.
The equivalent plastic strain (dep) is defined bydep ¼
ﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
2
3
depijde
p
ij
r
ð15Þ
Fig. 4. VUMAT subroutine flowchart of the modified GTN model.
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dij ð17Þwhere H ¼ ryroldydep is the tangent of the flow stress, ry is initial yield stress, rij is the tensor of plastic stress, rii is the trace of
the stress tensor and f  is the accumulated of void volume fraction.n2 ¼
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The elastic constant matrix is defined as:Dik ¼
2lþ k k k 0 0 0
k 2lþ k k 0 0 0
k k 2lþ k 0 0 0
0 0 0 l 0 0
0 0 0 0 l 0
0 0 0 0 0 l
2
666666664
3
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ð22ÞAfter determination of the value of incremental plastic strain (deplij ), this value is used to update the stress and void vol-
ume fraction by updating the equivalent plastic straindepm ¼
r : depij
ð1 f Þry ð23Þ5. Experimental testing and FE simulation
This section is divided into four parts. The first part summarises the experimental investigation to measure the GTN
model parameters of pure titanium sheets using tensile test with scanning electron microscope (SEM). The second part eval-
uates the mesh size effect in order to accurately predict fracture in FE simulation. The third part presents the validation
results of the modified GTN model by using both the tensile and shear tests. Finally, the last part reports the use of the mod-
ified GTN model to capture the fracture occurrence in the SPIF process for both a truncated hyperbolic cone and a truncated
pyramid.
5.1. Determination of GTN model parameters of pure titanium
In order to simulate the SPIF process by using FEM, the mechanical properties of the sheet metal should be determined. In
this work, an INSTRON testing machine was utilized and the specimen design was in accordance with British standard (BS EN
10002-1). Tensile specimens were obtained by using electrical discharge machine (EDM) cutting from 0.7 mm thick grade 1
titanium sheet. The tensile test was carried out at a strain rate of 0.00133 s1. The reason for choosing grade 1 pure titanium
in this study is because it is commonly used in sheet forming of cranioplasty implants. The mechanical properties of the pure
titanium are given in Table 1. To measure the displacement on the surface of a specimen during tensile tests, a Dantec Q-400
DIC (digital image correlation) system was used.
To determine material parameters of the developed GTN model, a DIC system was used to measure the deformation and
to evaluate necking and fracture along the tensile specimen and a scanning electron microscope was used to obtain the
images of the microstructure and to determine the void volume fraction at different stages throughout the tensile test. To
evaluate the heterogeneity of deformation and measure the displacement on the surface of the tensile specimen, several ten-
sile tests were carried out. Fig. 5 shows the load displacement curve produced from the tensile test with three different
stages identified to determine the GTN model parameters. Fig. 6 illustrates the true strain distribution on the tensile spec-
imen from digital image correlation at nucleation, critical and fracture stages.
In SEM microscopic evaluation, the first step was to determine the primary void volume fraction by scanning the sheet
before plastic deformation. The initial void volume fraction came from original voids, non-metallic inclusions and second-
phase particles, as shown in Fig. 7(a). These inclusions were randomly distributed in the metal matrix. The initial void vol-
ume fraction f = 0.00138 was determined as a mean value of original voids and inclusions. When the tensile specimen is sub-
jected to plastic strain under external loading, the nucleation mechanism is started by void formation around the inclusionsical properties of pure titanium.
stress Ultimate tensile stress Young’s modulus Poisson’s ratio Density
49 MPa 363 MPa 108 GPa 0.34 4505 kg/m3
Fig. 5. Load-displacement curve of in tensile test.
Fig. 6. True strain distribution from digital image correlation at nucleation, critical and fracture.
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Fig. 7. Microstructure of pure titanium at different stages throughout the tensile test: (a) before deformation (initial state), (b) at void nucleation state, (c)
at critical stage and (d) fracture surface.
S. Gatea et al. / Engineering Fracture Mechanics 186 (2017) 59–79 67and second-phase particles. It is difficult to predict the load where nucleation begins; therefore, the tensile test was stopped
at different stages as shown in Fig. 8 in order to scan the sample to determine whether nucleation had started. In this study,
nucleation started when the load reached 2.8 kN. Fig. 7(b) shows the volume fraction of the nucleated void (fN = 0.017) at a
nucleation strain eN = 0.3 and standard deviation SN = 0.1. When the load increases and reaches the maximum value of
3.04 kN and elongation of 11 mm, significant changes in the dimensions of the tensile specimen can be noticed. Furthermore,
the material’s load carrying capacity is gradually lost and the void volume fraction reaches the critical value fc = 0.2593 (Fig. 7
(c)). When the elongation reaches 18.8 mm, the voids become bigger and tearing of the ligaments between enlarged voidsFig. 8. Tensile specimen under different displacements to determine the VVF at nucleation.
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The damage parameters of grade 1 pure titanium are summarised in Table 2.5.2. Influence of meshing density
Meshing density has a significant effect on predicting accurate results. A common approach is to use refined mesh with
small element size in FE simulation. However, using a very small element size means that the computational time could be
increased quadratically due to the increase of the total number of degrees of freedom. In FE simulation, failure prediction
using the Gurson model is significantly influenced by mesh size as the model causes strain softening prior to fracture
[29]. Small element size is required to capture correct deformation pattern and real shape of fracture, e.g. cup-cone failure
mode [20,30]. Soyarslan et al. [31] noted the localisation band and fracture behaviour are highly dependent on mesh refine-
ment when GTN model is used to predict the fracture with the consideration of softening material response.
In order to select the optimummesh size to accurately predict the fracture with GTN model simulation of sheet metal, six
element lengths (1.2, 1, 0.8, 0.7, 0.5 and 0.25 mm) with four layers of elements through the thickness were chosen to sim-
ulate the tensile test case as summarised in Section 5.1. The total number of elements for each mesh refinement is, as a con-
sequence, 6923, 8594, 11,288, 13,721, 24,668 and 83,723, respectively. The ends of tensile sample were modelled as a
discrete rigid to reduce the computational time and tie constraint was used to connect the discrete rigid parts with the
deformable part of finer mesh. Fig. 9 shows the mesh geometry of tensile specimen with 0.5 mm element length. Abaqus
element deletion technique was used to model the fracture in the sheet. A 3D hexahedral element with 8 nodes and reduced
integration (C3D8R) was used to predict the fracture in the sheet with GTN model.
In this work, equivalent plastic strain distribution and force–displacement curve are used to evaluate the effect of ele-
ment size. Fig. 10 shows the equivalent plastic strain distribution in the fracture zone with different mesh sizes. It is noted
from the figure that with a smaller element size the increment in equivalent plastic strain can be captured earlier than that
with larger element sizes. This is particularly true, when reduced integration element was chosen in FE simulation as only
one integration point was used to sample strain and stress results of an element. However, as the element size is sufficiently
small, FE simulation would converge to the same strain result as in the case of 0.25 mm and 0.5 mm mesh size in this study
as shown in Fig. 10.
Fig. 11 shows the load-displacement curves of FE results as compared to experimental testing so as to choose a suitable
mesh size for FE simulation of the studied SPIF processes using the modified GTN model. Fracture may be captured exper-
imentally and numerically from force-displacement curve when necking occurs as the force reached its maximum and starts
to drop. It is observed from the figure that the loss of load carrying capacity occurs in the model with sufficiently small ele-
ment size first. This is because that the FE model with smaller element size would be able to more accurately predict the
strain values and the void volume fraction (VVF) using the modified GTN models and hence the drop of load carrying capac-
ity and the fracture of the specimen under tensile loading condition. A good correlation between the experimental and FE
simulation load-displacement curves is observed for both 0.25 and 0.5 mm element sizes. Therefore, an element size of
0.5 mm was chosen in this investigation.5.3. Validation of the modified GTN model under tensile and shear conditions
Two experimental tests (tensile and shear test) were conducted using DIC to validate the modified GTN model by com-
paring predicated fracture results with and without consideration of shear. As shown in Fig. 12 under tensile condition, theTable 2
Damage parameters of pure titanium.
fo q1 q2 fN eN SN fc ff
0.00138 1.5 1 0.017 0.3 0.1 0.2593 0.3025
Fig. 9. FE mesh of the tensile specimen.
Fig. 10. Comparison of equivalent plastic strain between mesh sizes.
Fig. 11. Load-displacement curves with different mesh size in comparison with Experimental data.
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models with and without considering the effect of shear.
Shear tests were also employed to validate the modified GTN model with the consideration of the shear effect to predict
the fracture in the case of shear loading. Various shear sample geometries were suggested in the literature to enhance the
knowledge of the material behaviour under shear, e.g. shear sample proposed by Miyauchi [32], standard shear sample
(ASTM B831) [33] and twin bridge shear sample [34]. In this study the shear sample was designed according to ASTM
B831 and performed on an INSTRON testing machine at strain rate of 0.00133 s1. However, through the shear tests buckling
occurred in the shear zone due to the small thickness of the sample (0.7 mm) suggesting that the pure titanium with this
thickness cannot resist buckling. Therefore, a modified ASTM sample [35] was used in this study as shown in Fig. 13. The
modified ASTM sample was used to reduce the tendency of buckling under the effect of additional moments in the shear
zone. In pure shear test the value of hydrostatic pressure is very small or zero as compared to the equivalent stress at fracture
Fig. 12. Comparison of force-displacement curves of experimental tensile test with the GTN models with and without shear.
Fig. 13. Modified ASTM shear specimen: (a) specimen geometry, (b) experimental specimen and (c) meshed geometry.
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allel to the tensile loading. To further illustrate the suitability of the modified ASTM sample in shear testing, the stress tri-
axiality of the shear sample was less than 0.05 at the fracture location as compared to a value of 0.35 for standard tensile
condition as shown in Fig. 15.
In this investigation, fracture is indicated from force-displacement curve where necking was considered to occur as the
force reached its maximum value and started to drop. Fig. 16 shows the comparison between experimental and simulation
results. Same displacement (5.3 mm) was applied on both the FE model and experimental one. It is noted from the figure that
Fig. 14. Fracture shape of pure shear test (Equivalents strain distribution).
Fig. 15. Evolution of stress triaxiality for the shear and tensile test.
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fracture occurs towards the end of elongation when the GTNmodel without shear is used. Although the modified GTN model
predicts an earlier fracture by a small margin as compared to experiment, this result clearly indicates that the developed GTN
model with the consideration of shear is more capable to predict fracture under shear loading conditions.
5.4. SPIF of hyperbolic cone and pyramidal shapes
As shown in Fig. 17, SPIF tests for a truncated hyperbolic conical shape and a pyramidal geometry with varying forming
angles were also carried out to evaluate the fracture mechanism of both shapes under SPIF deformation conditions. These
tests were carried out with an incremental depth equal to 0.2 mm per revolution and tool diameter of 10 mm. The tool is
rotation free with a feed rate of 1000 mm/min for both the truncated hyperbolic cone and truncated pyramid.
Fig. 16. Comparison of force-displacement curves of experimental shear test with GTN models with and without shear.
Fig. 17. Geometries require establishing FLD by using SPIF.
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80, as shown in Fig. 18.
Abaqus/explicit with the modified GTN model implemented through VUMAT was employed to simulate the SPIF of pure
titanium sheets with dimensions 140  140  0.7 mm. In the simulation of the SPIF process, the tool, backing plate and the
blankholder were modelled as an analytical rigid surface. The blank was modelled as a deformable body with an eight node
brick element (C3D8R). Velocity vs time was used to define the tool path in SPIF. The element size is 0.5 mmwith three layersFig. 18. Geometric shape of hyperbolic profile.
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applied with a friction coefficient of 0.1 to the contact surface between the forming tool and the blank. To save computation
time, mass scaling techniques have been widely employed; however, these techniques can yield poor results if a large scaling
factor is used due to the increase in dynamic effects. Typically, the kinetic energy should remain less than 4–10% of the inter-
nal energy for the whole model. In Abaqus/explicit, two types of mass scaling options, i.e. fixed and variable may be used. In
this work, the variable mass scaling is selected as it is most useful when the stiffness properties that control the stable time
increment change significantly during each step.
Unfortunately, no threshold is given to decide how much scaling is permissible. Therefore, three stable time increments
(Dt = 2  104, 2  105, and 2  106 s) were chosen to identify which one would provide acceptable accuracy as compared
to the desired geometry, with relative values between Kinetic and Internal energy less than 4–10%. Fig. 19 shows the history
of the dynamic energy with different stable time increments. It can be seen clearly that, with stable time increments of
2  104 s and 2  105 s, the kinetic energy exceeded 10% of the internal energy, while with another stable time increment
(2  106 s), the relative values of energy are less than 4%. Therefore, the FE simulation of SPIF was run on a high perfor-
mance computing (HPC) system using 48-core. The required time to complete the simulation with mass scaling was approx-
imately 120 h.
Since the modified GTN model was used to predict the fracture occurrence in the FE simulation, it is important to inves-
tigate the distribution of VVF on the part during deformation. Fig. 20 shows the distribution of VVF obtained by FE simulation
along the achievable depth. It is noted from the figure that the value of initial VVF before deformation was 0.00138 (Fig. 20
(a)) and it is increased when the tool moves down along the defined tool path. The highest values of VVF are always in the
transition area between contact and noncontact zones in the outside of the wall. It can be concluded that the voids are nucle-
ated only in the tension state. Moreover, in the transition area, maximum thinning occurs and this is considered as a factor to
predict the tearing by FE simulation, so the sheet thinning leads to increased VVF due to an increase in stretching by merid-
ional stress. In the FE simulation, the distribution of VVF is almost uniform in the early stages of the SPIF process and it tends
to localise during the process. The VVF accumulation leads to sudden fracture in the part when its value reaches 0.3025, as
shown in Fig. 20(e and f).
In order to evaluate the void volume fraction and major strain in the sheet after fracture, five neighbouring elements were
selected, one of which was in the fracture (unsafe zone) and others on one side of the fracture (safe zone) as shown in Fig. 21.
Fig. 22 compares the evolution of the VVF. As can be seen in the figure, in the early deformation stages, the VVF grows uni-
formly until 118 s when these curves begin to separate from each other and increase rapidly over a short period. This means
that the VVF starts to grow when the stretching in the wall increases and reaches a certain value. However, the value of the
VVF in element A is equal to or more than the final value of the VVF (0.3025), which is determined experimentally by SEM, so
this element is deleted from the FE model, as shown in Fig. 21. Element B is located in the critical zone with a VVF value of
0.22, which is close to the critical experimental value (0.2593). The other elements (C, D and E) remain in the safe zone and
their VVF values are well below the critical value.
Major strain is commonly used as a criterion to detect the onset of fracture in the sheet metal forming process. Fig. 23
shows the growth of major strains with the time of the same elements used to evaluate the VVF. It is evident from the figure
that the distribution of major strain shows the same trend as the VVF distribution.Fig. 19. The ratio between kinetic and internal energy for the ISF process.
Fig. 20. Distribution of the void volume fraction obtained by numerical simulation of a SPIF process with different depths.
Fig. 21. Location of selected elements on the FE model.
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Two jobs were run with one using the original GTN model (porous metal plasticity model Mises-GTN/Explicit) and the other
using the modified GTN model via the VUMAT subroutine. Fig. 24 represents a comparative illustration of the effect of the
shear mechanism on the VVF growth during SPIF. It is evident from the figure that the VVF reaches the fracture value earlier
by using the modified GTN model with shear than that without consideration of shear, which indicates that the shear mech-
anism accelerates fracture occurrence in SPIF.
To validate the results obtained from the original GTNmodel and modified GTN model with consideration of shear, the FE
results were compared with experimental work, as shown in Fig. 25. To ensure the repeatability of the results, the experi-
mental test of SPIF process was repeated three times and the average value is taken. The SPIF simulated results with shear
Fig. 22. Evolution of voids during the SPIF process.
Fig. 23. Evolution of major strain during the SPIF process.
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in SPIF.
For the case of the pyramidal shape, the same GTN model parameters and SPIF procedure were used as the hyperbolic
shape. The reason of making two different shapes is to study the ability of the modified GTN model to predict fracture at
different strain states from two different shapes. In particular, with the hyperbolic conical shape the plane strain stretching
is created but with the pyramidal shape both plane strain and biaxial strain stretching are present.
Fig. 26 shows the predicted VVF values of both GTN models with and without shear. It is clear from the figure that the
fracture occurs earlier with the consideration of shear and it is closer to the experimental result. It can be concluded that
the shear clearly plays a role in the stretching along the meridional direction to develop the fracture in SPIF.
As shown in Fig. 27, the fracture occurred at the corner area of a depth of 28.64 mm and 25.5 mm from the original and
modified GTN models as comparted to a depth of 26.7 mm from experimental testing. The FE result of the shear modified
GTN model was in a good agreement with experiments. The fracture is developed in the corner area due to biaxial stretching
deformation as compared to a plane strain stretching along the straight side.
Fig. 24. Comparison between GTN models with and without shear of the hyperbolic shape.
Fig. 25. Simulated results from the original and modified GTN model in comparison with actual experiment of the hyperbolic shape.
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maximum wall angle of the hyperbolic conical shape at fracture was 68.4 and the pyramidal shape achieved a maximum
wall angle of 61.2. This suggests that fracture in SPIF is also dependent upon the stress states (stress triaxiality ratio).
Fig. 26. Comparison between GTN models with and without shear of the truncated pyramid.
Fig. 27. Simulated results from the original and shear modified GTN model in comparison with actual experiment of the truncated pyramid.
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achieved with low stress triaxiality ratio as compared to high stress triaxiality ratio. Due to the fact that the hyperbolic trun-
cated cone deforms under plane strain condition and the hyperbolic truncated pyramid deforms under plane strain and equi-
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Therefore, high wall angle can be achieved with hyperbolic truncated cone as compared to hyperbolic truncated pyramid.
6. Conclusions
A modified GTN model was developed to comprehensively study fracture in SPIF with a specific attention to the effect of
shear for the first time by using a combined approach of experimental testing for GTN parameters and SPIF testing for FE
results validation. The following conclusions may be drawn from this study:
 DIC systemwas used to analyse and evaluate the necking and instability along the tensile specimen, and SEMwas utilised
to scan the affected zone of the tensile specimen to determine the parameters of the modified GTNmodel experimentally.
Based on the results obtained, the DIC and SEM are considered an effective means to derive the modified GTN model
parameters.
 Fracture prediction using GTN model is significantly influenced by mesh density, i.e., sufficiently small element size is
required to capture the correct deformation pattern and real shape of fracture.
 To determine the ability of the modified GTN model to predict the damage under shear loading, two experimental tests
(tensile and shear test) were conducted with DIC. The results showed that the modified GTN model with shear improved
the modelling accuracy of fracture over the original GTN model under shear loading conditions.
 The experimental results of SPIF processing for truncated hyperbolic cone and truncated pyramid showed a good agree-
ment on the occurrence of fracture for both shapes with the modified GTN model. This clearly shows that shear plays a
role with meridional tensile stress to accelerate damage in SPIF processes
 Further work is needed to investigate the effect of stress triaxiality to the fracture occurrences as the Nahshon-
Hutchinson based shear model can predict the fracture at low stress triaxiality.
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